The Religion of Jihad 


‘Islam is a religion that preaches peace.’ (Barak Obama, September 28, 2014) 


‘I will cast terror into the hearts of those who disbelieve. Therefore strike off their heads 
and every fingertip of them.’ (Koran, Chapter 8, The spoils of War, Verse 12) 


There is an historic precedent for the failure of western politicians, academics, journalists 
and other opinion formers to fully comprehend, and therefore to effectively resist the 
gathering threat to modern civilisation posed by Islam. Whether it was the extermination 
of the Jews, crushing the left, war in the East for Lebensraum, or reversing the Treaty of 
Versailles, Hitler never made any secret of his strategic aims, which were first set out 
systematically and at some length in 1925 in his Mein Kampf and subsequently in 
innumerable public speeches. On the sixth anniversary of Hitler’s appointment as 
Chancellor on January 30, 1933, he announced to the world what his plan was for the 
Jews: 


If the Jewish financiers in and outside Europe should succeed once in plunging the nations 
once more into a world war, the result will not be the Bolshevisation of the earth, and thus 
the victory of Jewry, but the annihilation of the Jewish race in Europe. 


On January 30, 1941, Hitler repeated this threat, but minus the reference to the 
‘Bolshevisation of the earth,’ out of deference to his Bolshevik allies in the Kremlin, 
together with whom he, and not ‘Jewish financiers’ had launched the Second World War 
by conquering and partitioning Poland. In these speeches, Hitler could not have made his 
intention to go to war and exterminate European Jewry any clearer. Yet hardly anyone 
took him seriously, least of all those whom he threatened, in the first place, the Jews, or 
those who had to the power to prevent him carrying out his programme. In the latter 
case, this was due not so much due to stupidity or gullibility, though there was that in 
plenty, but a lack of imagination or, if you will, to wishful thinking, the false assumption 
that modern politics would always be played according to the same set of rules by all its 
participants - for example those of the Geneva Convention and the League of Nations. 

Today, exactly the same mind-set is preventing the West, with its declarations, 
conventions and courts of Human Rights, each of which are rejected by all 57 Islamic 
states, from properly comprehending, and therefore combatting, the Jihad being waged 
against the liberal democracies by Islam, even though, just like Hitler’s speeches, its 
founding text, readily available in all the world’s major languages, makes no attempt to 
conceal its objective of world conquest. For example, the genocidal intentions of Hamas 
and Hezbollah towards the Jews are no less specific than were those of Hitler, but this 
had not prevented Corbyn from emulating Chamberlain’s “peace in our time’ by 
describing them as his ‘friends’ and praising them as movements dedicated to the cause 
of ‘peace’, ‘understanding’ ‘social justice’ (presumably including for women and 
Jews) ’ and ‘dialogue’. Likewise, the faith that inspires these two terrorist organisations 
is not only assumed to be a religion just like any other, but even depicted, in defiance of 
its declared aims and methods to achieve them, as ‘a (sometimes even ‘the’) religion of 
peace’. But then did not Neville Chamberlain, after handing over to him a chunk of 
Czechoslovakia, come to the same conclusion about the pacific intentions of Hitler? 


After each terrorist atrocity committed by Muslims in the name of Islam and, more 
often than not, accompanied by exultant cries of ‘Allahu Akbar’, ‘God is Great’, comes 
the refrain from all and sundry, be they politician, cleric, academic or journalist, 
‘Nothing to do with Islam’, though what it is to do with is a matter of some confusion 
and no little disagreement. Anyone who dares say it is to do with Islam (and, as we have 
seen, there are Muslims who do) will invariably be branded by all right-thinking people 
as racist, Islamophobic and far rightist, and by so doing even run the risk in some 
countries of prosecution for ‘hate speech’. What we have here is, to use an expression 
now much in vogue, a state of denial, one no less fraught with tragic consequences than 
similar delusions concerning Hitler’s declared intentions and his ability to come 
perilously close to achieving them. 

This paralysis of minds steeped to varying degrees in the traditions of the 
Enlightenment and the principles of secular liberal democracy, minds that consequently 
could not conceive of a degree and nature of evil so utterly alien to their own culture as 
the Holocaust of the Jews, is well-described in Walter Laqueur’s The Terrible Secret, 
which meticulously documents the failure to either believe or comprehend, and in some 
cases, even more reprehensibly, when accepted as true, refusal to make public the facts 
concerning the extermination of European Jewry. In the passage I cite below, nearly 
every word applies with equal force to the same lack of imagination that is preventing 
the West, with the exception of the Jews and apostates from Islam, from understanding 
the nature and objectives of Islam’s global Jihad against the infidel: 


Democratic societies demonstrated on this occasion as on many others, before and after, 
that they are incapable of understanding regimes of a different character. Not every modern 
dictatorship is Hitlerian in character and engages in genocide but every one has the 
potential to do so. Democratic societies are accustomed to think in liberal, pragmatic 
categories; conflicts are believed to be based on misunderstandings and can be solved with 
a modicum of goodwill [viz Corbyn’s ‘peace process’ with the Islamic State]; extremism is 
a temporary aberration, so is irrational behaviour in general, such as intolerance, cruelty etc. 
The effort to overcome such basic psychological handicaps is immense. It will be 
undertaken only in the light of immediate (and painful) experience. Each new generation 
faces this challenge again for experience cannot be inherited. 


David Hume, the 18" century Scottish sceptic, came to exactly the same sobering 
conclusion: “There is a universal tendency among mankind to conceive all beings like 
themselves and to transfer to every object those qualities with which they are familiarly 
acquainted, and of which they are intimately conscious.’ Exactly. This insight explains 
why, for example, Prime Minister David Cameron sincerely believed that young Muslim 
men could be weaned from terrorism by enabling them to climb the property ladder. And 
so it is that like the opponents of and refugees from the tyranny of Hitler and Stalin, only 
the apostates from Islam, because they have endured and rejected it, can truly 
comprehend its totalitarian nature and barbaric methods. The unwelcome message they 
bring of a religion dedicated to the overthrow of western civilisation is dismissed as 
‘horror stories’, ‘Islamophobia’ and even criminalised as ‘hate speech’, despite the 
evidence being available for all to read in the faith’s holiest texts, as were their crimes 
in the writings and speeches of Hitler and Stalin 

Readers by now should be familiar with some of the many pronouncements by liars 
or ignoramuses (and in some cases by those who were both) that Islam is a religion of 
peace. Earlier in this work, I made what I assumed was the correct observation that one 
of the few places in the UK where it is possible to speak the truth about Islam without 
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reprimand or fear of prosecution is a court of law, together with Parliament a place 
where free speech is privileged. Now I am not so sure. Justice Haddon-Cave, the judge 
presiding over the case of the Muslim Parsons Green bomber Ahmed Hassan, when 
sentencing Hassan to life imprisonment, in the opinion of the National Secular Society, 
went beyond his brief by extoling what he understood as the peaceful nature of Islam. 
The Judicial Conduct Investigation Office to which the NSS made its case did not agree, 
tuling that that the judge’s reference to the Koran as ‘a book of peace’ (sic) was 
‘founded on case law’ (therefore not what its text actually says about Jihad), and that 
there was a ‘legitimate public interest’ in making such statements to ‘address 
Islamophobia’, presumably even if such statements might not necessarily be true. This is 
what Judge Haddon-Cave actually said to Hassan: ‘You will have plenty of time to study 
the Koran in prison. The Koran is a book of peace...Islam is a religion of peace...the 
Koran and Islam forbid terror’. Only the first of these statements is true. The rest are 
outright falsehoods, all the more despicable because they had been made by a judge in 
his capacity as a custodian of English justice. The Koran does not ‘forbid terror’, on the 
contrary, it explicitly prescribes it, as in Chapter 8, Verses 13: ‘I will cast terror into the 
hearts of the disbelievers. Smite them above their necks [i.e., decapitate them] and cut 
off their fingertips.’ 

This ruling may well have profound legal and political implications. Are we to 
understand that, based upon case law, it is now part of Common Law that that the Koran 
and Islam are a book and religion of peace, and that to say otherwise in a court is 
inadmissible evidence and/or to be in contempt of court, and outside of court, can 
constitute an indictable offence? We shall see. 

While not always agreeing on the exact total, scholars of Islam, whether they be 
themselves Muslims or infidels, agree that the number of Koranic verses advocating 
Jihad exceeds one hundred. Jihad, strictly speaking, does not mean ‘holy war’, just as 
Islam does not mean peace, as some Muslims duplicitously claim and infidel dupes, 
including, so it would seem, Justice Haddon-Cave, believe. The Arabic for peace is 
salaam, not Islam. Islam means ‘submission’ and Jihad means ‘struggle’, of which it is 
claimed by some, falsely, there are two kinds; what is referred to as the ‘greater’ Jihad, 
the ‘internal’ struggle of a Muslim within him or herself to become a good Muslim, and 
the ‘lesser’ Jihad, an ‘external’ struggle against the enemies of Islam. This ‘inner jihad’ 
against oneself has no Koranic foundation whatsoever, first appearing in what most 
Muslim scholars have always regarded as a spurious hadith dating from the 12" century, 
that is, at the end of a ‘chain’ five centuries long. Even if authentic, the so-called 
‘greater’ Jihad does not concern us here, except inasmuch as it should lead to the better 
pursuit of the ‘lesser’, the ‘struggle’ or ‘striving’ against the enemies of Islam that is 
incumbent on all those Muslims who are in a position to wage it. Generally speaking, 
Jihad is translated into English as ‘strive’ or ‘struggle’ and their various derivatives. It 
has not escaped the notice of some critics of Islam that the German equivalent of Jihad is 
Kampf, as in in Hitler’s work of that name. 


The following selection of 61 citations from the Koran include some that are not 
complete verses, but only those passages which invoke Jihad. Since many of such verses 
are similar, near-duplicates have in some cases been omitted. The reader will easily 
detect a common theme to many of them, one that in addition to the ‘spoils of war’ - 
human and otherwise - also promises rewards in the afterlife in return for the sacrifice of 
oneself in the cause of Islam in this. The numbering of the verses in brackets might not 
always exactly tally with some English translations of the Koran. 
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Chapter 2 


And say not of those who are slain in the way of Allah that they are dead; nay, they are 
living, only you perceive it not. (155 

And fight in the way of Allah against those who fight against you, but do not 
transgress. Surely, Allah loves not the transgressors. (191) 

And slay these transgressors wherever you meet them and drive them out from where 
they have driven you out, for persecution is worse than slaying. (192) 

And fight them until there is no persecution, and religion is professed only for Allah. 
(194) 

Fighting is ordained for you though it is repugnant to you. (217) 

Persecution is worse than killing. (218) 

Those who believe and those who emigrate and strive Hard in the cause of Allah, it is 
these who hope for Allah’s mercy, and Allah is Most Forgiving, Merciful. (219) 

Hast thou not heard of those who went forward from their homes, and they were 
thousands, fearing death? And Allah said to them, ‘Die, and then He brought them back 
to life.’ (244) 

And fight in the cause of Allah and know that Allah is all-hearing and all-knowing. 
(245) 


Chapter 3 


And remember when thou didst go forth early in the morning from thy household, 
assigning to the believers their positions for battle. (122) 

Yes, and if you be steadfast and righteous, and they come upon you immediately in 
hot haste, your Lord will help you with five thousand angels, attacking vehemently. 
(126) 

Do you suppose that you will enter Heaven while Allah has not yet caused to be 
distinguished those of you that strive in the cause of Allah and has yet caused to be 
distinguished this steadfast? (143) 

And you used to wish for such a death before you met it, now you have seen it face to 
face, then why do some of you seek to avoid it? (144) 

And if you are slain in the cause of Allah or you die, surely forgiveness from Allah 
and mercy are better than what they hoard. (158) 

And if you die or be slain, surely unto Allah shall you all be gathered together. (159) 

Think not of those who have been slain in the cause of Allah, as dead. Nay, they are 
living, and are granted gifts from him. (170) 

Those who answered the call of Allah and the Messenger after they have received an 
injury — such of them as do good and act righteously shall have a great reward. (173) 

So they returned with a mighty bounty from Allah and a great bounty, while no evil 
had touched them; and they followed the pleasure of Allah; and Allah is the Lord of 
great bounty. (175) 

Those, therefore, who have emigrated and have been driven out from their homes, 
and have been persecuted for My cause, and have fought and been slain, I will surely 
remit from them their evil deeds and will cause them to enter gardens through which 
streams flow- a reward from Allah, and with Allah is the best of rewards. (196) 


Chapter 4 


O ye who believe! Take your precautions for security, then go forth in separate parties, 
or go forth all together. (72) 

Let those who fight in the cause of Allah who would sell the present life for the 
Hereafter. And those whoso fights in the cause of Allah, be he slain or be he victorious, 
We shall soon give him a great reward. (75) 

Those who believe fight in the cause of Allah, and those who disbelieve fight in the 
cause of the Evil One. Fight ye, therefore, against the friends of Satan; surely, Satan’s 
strategy is weak. (77) 

And when fighting, behold! A section of them fear men as they should fear Allah, or 
with great fear; and they say, “Our Lord, why hast Thou prescribed fighting for us? 
Wouldst thou not grant us respite yet a while?” Say, “The benefit of this world is little 
and the Hereafter will be better for him who fears Allah; and you shall not be wronged a 
whit.”. (78) 

Fight therefore in the way of Allah - thou art not made responsible except for thyself 
— and urge on the believers to fight. (85) 

Those of the believers who sit at home, excepting the disabled ones, and those who 
strive in the cause of Allah with their wealth and their persons, are not equal. Allah has 
exalted in rank those who strive with their wealth and their persons above those who it at 
home. (96) 

And whoso goes forth from his home, emigrating in the cause of Allah and His 
Messenger, and death overtakes him, his regard lies on Allah. (101) 


Chapter 5 


The only reward of those who wage war against Allah and His Messenger and strive to 
create disorder in the land, is that they be slain or crucified or their hands and feet be cut 
off on account of their enmity, or they be expelled from the land. (34) 


Chapter 8 


They ask thee concerning the spoils. Say, the ‘the spoils of war are for Allah and the 
Messenger’. (2) 

I will cast terror into the hearts of the disbelievers. Smite them above the necks and 
smite off all finger-tips. (13) 

O ye who believe! When you meet those who disbelieve, advancing in force, turn not 
your back to them. And those who tum his back to them on such a day, unless 
manoeuvring for battle or turning to join another company, he indeed draws upon 
himself the wrath of Allah and Hell shall be his abode. (16-17) 

And fight until there is no more persecution and religion is wholly for Allah. (40) 

And know that whatever you take as spoils of war, a fifth is for Allah and for the 
Messenger and the kindred and the orphans and the needy and the wayfarer. (42) 

So, if thou overcomest them in war, then thereby strike fear in those that are behind 
them, that they be mindful. (58) 

And make ready for them who fight you whatever you can of armed force and of 
mounted pickets whereby you may frighten the enemy of Allah and your enemy and 
others beside them who you know not, but Allah knows them. (61) 

O Prophet, urge the believers to fight. If there be of you twenty who are steadfast, 
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they shall overcome two hundred; and if there be a hundred of you, they shall overcome 
a thousand of those who disbelieve because they are people who do not understand. (66) 

So, eat of that which you have won in war as lawful and good and fear Allah. Surely, 
Allah is Most Forgiving, Merciful. (70) 


Chapter 9 


And when the forbidden months [the four months of pilgrimage] have passed, slay 
idolaters wherever you find them and take them captive and beleaguer them and lie in 
wait for them at every place of ambush. (5) 

And if they break their oaths after their covenant and attack your religion, then fight 
these leaders of disbelief. (12) 

Fight them, that Allah may punish them at your hands, and humiliate them, and help 
you to victory over them, and relieve the minds of a people who believe. (14) 

Those who believed and left their homes for the sake of Allah and strove in the cause 
of Allah with their wealth and their lives have the highest rank in the sight of Allah. (20) 

Surely, Allah has helped you on many a battlefield. (25) 

Fight those from among the People of the Book, who believe not in Allah...until they 
pay the tax considering it a favour and acknowledge their subjection. (29) 

And fight the idolaters all together as they fight you altogether; and know that Allah 
is with those who fear Him. (36) 

If you will not go forth to fight, in the cause of Allah, He will punish you with a 
painful punishment and will choose in your stead a people other than you. (39) 

Go forth, light or heavy, and strive with your wealth and your lives in the cause of 
Allah. That is best for you, if only you knew. (41) 

O Prophet! Strive hard against the disbelievers and the Hypocrites. And be firm 
against them. Their abode is Hell, and an evil destination it is. (73) 

But the Messenger and those who believe with him strive in the cause of Allah with 
their wealth and their persons, and it is they who shall have good things, and it is they 
who shall prosper. (88) 

Surely, Allah has purchased of the believers their persons and their property in return 
for the heavenly Garden they shall have; they fight in the cause of Allah, and they slay 
and are slain. (111) 

O ye who believe! Fight such of the disbelievers as are near to you and let them find 
hardness in you; and know that Allah is with the righteous. (123) 


Chapter 17 


And when We intend to destroy a township, we command its people who live in comfort 
to adopt the way of righteousness but they transgress therein, so the sentence of 
punishment becomes due against it, so We destroy it with utter destruction. (17) 


Chapter 22 


Permission to take up arms is given to those against whom war is made, because they 
have been wronged, and Allah, indeed has power to help them. (40) 

Those who leave their homes for the cause of Allah, and are then slain or die, Allah 
will, surely, provide for them a goodly provision. And, surely, Allah is the best of 
providers. (59) 


And strive in the cause of Allah as it behoves you to strive for it. (79) 
Chapter 33 


Say, ‘Flight shall not avail you if you flee from death or slaughter; and even then you 
will not be allowed to enjoy yourselves but little.” (17) 

Verily, Allah knows well those among you who hinder others from fighting and those 
who say to their brethren, ‘come and be with us’, and they themselves come not to the 
fight but little. (19) 

And He brought those of the People of the Book who aided them [‘the disbelievers’] 
down from their fortress and cast terror into their hearts. Some you slew, and some you 
took captive. And He made you inherit their land and their houses and their wealth, and 
also a land on which you have not yet set foot. And Allah has power over all things. (27- 
28) 


Chapter 47 


And when you meet in regular battle those who disbelieve, smite their necks; and when 
you have overcome them, by causing a great slaughter among them, bind fast the fetters 
— then afterwards release them as a favour or by taking ransom - until the war lays down 
its burdens. (5) 

And those who believe say “Why is not a Surah [a chapter in the Koran] revealed?’ 
But when a decisive Surah is revealed and fighting is mentioned therein, thou seest those 
in whose hearts is a disease, looking towards thee like the look of one who is fainting on 
account of approaching death. So woe to them! (21) 

So be not slack and sue not for peace, for you will certainly have the upper hand. And 
Allah is with you, and He will not deprive you of the rewards of your actions. (36) 


Chapter 48 


Those, who contrived to be left behind, will say, when you go forth to the spoils to take 
them, ‘Let us follow you.’ They seek to change the decree of Allah. Say, ‘You shall not 
follow us’. (16) 

Allah has promised you great spoils that you will take and He has given you this in 
advance. (21) 

And if those who disbelieve should fight you, they would, certainly turn their backs; 
then they would find neither protector nor helper. (23) 


Chapter 49 


The believers are only those who truly believe in Allah and His Messenger, and doubt 
not, but strive with their possessions and their persons in the cause of Allah. (16) 


Chapter 50 
The believers are only those who truly believe in Allah and his Messenger, and then 


doubt not, but strive with their possessions and their persons in the cause of Allah. It is 
they who are truthful. (16) 


Chapter 59 


But Allah came upon them whence they did not expect, and cast terror into their hearts, 
so that they demolished their houses with their own hands and with the hands of the 
believers. So take a lesson, O ye who have eyes. (3) 

And whatever Allah has given to the Messenger as spoils from them is of Allah’s 
grace. (7) 


Chapter 100 


In the name of Allah, the Gracious and the Merciful, by the snorting chargers which 
strike sparks of fire with their hoofs, making raids at dawn and rising clouds of dust 
thereby and thus penetrate into the centre of the enemy ranks. (1-7) 


The book of peace, Judge Haddon-Cave? 
Addendum 
‘Verily, you have in the Prophet an excellent model’. Koran, Chapter 33, Verse 21 


So far as Islam’s believers are concerned, and in the first place, its theologians and 
clerics, the sources of Islamic doctrine are, in order of precedence of authority, the 
Koran, conveyed by Allah via the angel Gabril to his prophet, and the Sunnah, the 
sayings and deeds of Mohammed as recorded in the Hadith, and as related by his 
biographer Ibn Ishaq, born in Medina in 702 AD, 70 years after the death of the prophet 
in 632, and died in Baghdad in 768. This last is regarded by Muslim scholars as the most 
trustworthy account because, as with the equally respected Buhkari Hadith, it has the 
shortest ‘chain’ connecting it with Mohammed and his immediate contemporaries. A 
reading of this work undoubtedly helps to further round out the picture that we already 
have of the founder of the religion of peace as a war-lord, mass murderer, plunderer, 
slave-holder, Jew-killer, paedophile, torturer, kidnapper, liar and rapist. Here I focus only 
on his role as military leader. An overview of this aspect of his activities in the service of 
Allah can be partly at least gleaned from some of the book’s chapter headings: 


Jewish opponents 

Jews joined by hypocrites among the Helpers 

The chapter [of the Koran] of The Cow and Jewish opposition 
The first raid on Waddin 

Raid on Buwat 

Raid on al-‘Ushayra 

Raid on al-Kharrar 

Raid on Safawan 

Fighting in the sacred month [re Corbyn’s assertion on Press TV to contrary] 
The chapter [of the Koran] of The Spoils [of war] 

Names of the Emigrants who fought at Badr 

Names of the Helpers who fought at Badr 

Names of the [Jewish tribe of] Quraysh prisoners 

Verses on the battle [20 pages] 

Raid on B. Salaym 


Raid on Dhu Amarr 

Raid on al-Furu 

Killing of Ka’b b. al-Ashraf 

Battle of Uhud 

Names of Muslims slain at Uhud 

Names of polytheists slain at Uhud 
Verses on Uhud [23 pages] 

Raid of Dharu’l-Riua 

Last expedition to Badr 

Raid on Dumatu’!-Jandal 

Battle of the Ditch 

Attack on B. Qurayza 

Poetry thereon [six pages] 

Killing of Sallam 

Attack on B. Libyan 

Attack on Dhu Qarad 

Attack on B. al-Mustaliq 

Expedition to Khaybar 

Division of the spoils of Khaybar 

Raid on Mu’ta 

The occupation of Mecca 

Battle of Hunayn 

Verses thereon [15 pages] 

Capture of al-T’a’if 

Division of the spoils of Hawazin 

Raid on Tabuk 

Those who hung back from the raid on Tabuk 
Destruction of al-Lat 

Hassan’s odes on the campaigns [3 pages] 
A summary of Muhammed’s raids and expeditions. 


Of these last, Ibn Ishaq says: “The apostle took party personally in twenty-seven’ and 
that ‘he actually fought in nine engagements’ ...peacefully, naturally. 


Mohammed only gets into his stride in the ways that by now should be familiar when 
he and his small band of proselytising followers are unceremoniously bum-rushed out of 
Mecca by the pagan Quaraysh tribe and head north to Medina. Here too his message falls 
on largely stony ground, being rejected by the Jews, who ‘became insolent towards God 
and rejected His gracious purpose,’ that is, to convert to Islam. This time, however 
Mohammed does not intend to undergo a second humiliation. Allah ‘gave permission to 
His apostle to fight and to protect himself against those who wronged them and treated 
them badly’. Conveniently, as on so many other occasions when Mohammed was in a 
tight spot, Allah sent down a new verse, instructing him to ‘fight them so that there be no 
more seduction...and the religion is God’s, until God alone is worshipped.’ And so was 
born Islam Mark Two, which would now involve the cancelling out, or ‘abrogation’ of 
all earlier verses that spoke of peaceful and tolerant relations between Mohammed’s 
followers and those who rejected his message. 


One of the prophet’s early encounters with the Jews of Medina involved a battle of 
wits with a delegation of rabbis, who put four questions to him. If he answered them 
correctly, they would convert to Islam. One is worth repeating as perhaps the first 
example of ‘Islamic science’, in this instance, biology: To the question, ‘Why does a boy 
resemble its mother when the semen comes from the man?’ Mohammed replied: ‘Do you 
not know that a man’s semen is white and thick while a woman’s [sic - Muslim women 
also have semen] is yellow and thin and the likeness goes with that which is on top?’ On 
another occasion, a married man had committed adultery with a married woman, and 
Mohammed was asked to provide the appropriate punishment. ‘The apostle ordered them 
to be stoned, and they were stoned at the door of his mosque. And when the Jew felt the 
first stone, he crouched over the woman to protect her from the stones until both of them 
were killed. This is what God did for the apostle in exacting the penalty for adultery for 
the pair.’ 

Mohammed had passed the test with flying colours, and in doing so, had proved 
himself truer to the Torah than the Jewish elders, who had advocated a less harsh 
punishment. “Woe to you Jews! What has induced you to abandon the judgment of God 
which you hold in your hands?’ Evidently tiring of these fruitless verbal contests, 
Mohammed moved up several gears, because we soon find him plotting the first of what 
would be a string of caravan raids: ‘...when the apostle heard about Abu Sufyan coming 
from Syria, he summoned the Muslims and said: “This is the Quaraysh caravan 
containing their property. Go out and attack it, perhaps God will give us a prey.”’. 

Sure enough, Allah came through for his apostle, just as he always would in future. 
En route to Mecca, the caravan was ambushed by Mohammed’s followers at Badr, the 
first battle of the religion of peace. It was also the prophet’s first opportunity to savour 
the ‘spoils of war’. As we see here too, Allah was more than a little helpful, ‘abrogating’ 
one of his hitherto immutable laws concerning the distribution of the spoils. The battle of 
Badr looms large in the life story of Mohammed, because for the first time, he was 
operating as military leader and not, as previously, a peaceful advocate of a new religion. 
(Hence the need for Koranic textual ‘abrogation’.) The prominence awarded the 
engagement and its aftermath by Ibn Ishaq is quite extraordinary. Of the 463 pages 
describing Mohammed’s life following his Hijra, that is from the time he left Mecca for 
Medina in 622, no fewer than 71 are devoted to this one single battle. In view of its 
historical significance, some of its features are worth relating. one of them being that, as 
his biographer tells us, it began ‘on Friday morning on the 17" of Ramadan’, even 
though on an Islamic website, My mercy embraces all things, Farhana Qazi expressed his 
astonishment that ‘religious extremists choose to kill during one of Islam’s holiest 
months’. (Recalling his cited claim on Press TV, so would have Corbyn.) The founder of 
Islam an extremist? Another feature of the battle worthy of note was its being a purely 
offensive undertaking which, according to legend, was contrary to the rules for Jihad. A 
third gives us a revealing glimpse of the prophet’s sexual proclivities. While at Badr, he 
saw a certain Ummu’!-Fadl ‘when she was a baby and crawling before him. Said Allah’s 
apostle, if she grows up and I am still alive I will marry her.’ Fortunately for Ummu’l- 
Fadl, in view of his consummation of his last marriage to Aisha when she was ‘grown 
up’ at nine, he died before he could have his holy way with her. 

Badr was a desert watering hole, and it was there Mohammed’s forces ambushed the 
Quaraysh as they watered themselves and their camels: ‘And when Quaraysh encamped, 
some of them went to the cistern of the apostle to drink. “Let them be”, he [Mohammed] 
said; and every man that drank of it on that that day was killed’. We are not spared the 
gory details of the slaughter. One Quaraysh had his ‘foot and half his shank sent flying’ 
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and lay by the cistern, ‘blood streaming from his foot’, while another had his leg cut off, 
with ‘marrow oozing from it’. It was at Badr that the prophet first sanctioned an Islamic 
practice we have become all too familiar with...decapitation. One of his warriors, Ibn 
Mas’ud, related that he brought him the head of a Quaraysh: “This the head of the enemy 
of God, Abu Jahl.”” He [Mohammed] said, “By God than Whom there is no other, is it?” 
“Yes” I said and threw his head before the apostle and he [the prophet] gave thanks to 
God.’ 

Here too for the first time we encounter the prophet enunciating the doctrine of 
Muslim martyrdom: ‘70,000 of my people shall enter Paradise like the full moon’. 
Rather like the three robbers in Chaucer’s Pardoner’s Tale, no sooner was the battle won 
than Allah’s warriors fell out over the proceeds of their victory. So, ‘when Badr was 
over, God sent down the whole Sura [chapter] Anfal about it. [‘The Spoils of War’] With 
regard to their quarrelling about the spoils there came down [via Gabril to Mohammed, 
who unlike his gullible followers, claimed to have a direct line to heaven]: “They will 
ask you about the spoils, say, the spoils belong to God and [of course] the apostle, so fear 
God and be at peace with one another, and obey God and His apostle if you are 
believers”.’ This evidently did not go down too well with those who done the fighting 
and the plundering, so down came another verse: ‘He [Allah] taught them how to divide 
the spoil’, only now, they were to have four fifths, while of ‘what you take, a fifth 
belongs to God and his apostle and the next of kin and orphans the poor and the and 
wayfarer.’ Nice one, Allah. Or should I say, Mohammed? 

Supported by a growing band of followers eager for booty, human and otherwise, all 
that was now needed was a verse from above conferring upon Mohammed the right and 
in fact duty to wage war against the unbelievers. And down it came, as always, bang on 
time: ‘And then He [Allah] said, “Fight them so that there is no more persecution [sic] 
and religion, all of it, shall belong to God”.’ And so, in the midst of plunder, rape, 
beheadings, blood, gore and marrow, was born the religion of peace. Having, at least 
temporarily, squared accounts with the Quaraysh, it was the turn of the Jews of Medina, 
the tribe of B. Qaynuqa, to feel the wrath of Allah. Right on cue, down came a verse 
authorising another punitive military action against the infidel: ‘Say to those who 
disbelieve, you will be vanquished and gathered to Hell, and evil resting place.’ Said one 
participant in the ensuing battle, ‘our attack upon God’s enemy cast terror among the 
Jews, and there was no Jew in Medina who did not fear for his life.” ‘And the apostle 
said, “Kill any Jew that falls into your power’.’ This is the language of Nazi-style 
genocide and it is back today in the manifestos of Corbyn’s ‘friends’ Hamas and 
Hezbollah. But those who attribute Muslim anti-Semitism to the sins of Zionism need to 
take note: the Jews were despised as the prime enemy of Islam and the Arabs more than 
thirteen centuries before the birth of Israel. 

Terror and conversion went hand in hand. One Jewish captive asked of his captor,’ 
By God, if Mohammed had ordered you to kill me would you have killed me?’ His 
captor answered, ‘Yes, by God, had he ordered me to cut off your head I would have 
done so.’ The captive Jew then replied, “By God, a religion which can bring you to this 
is marvellous!”, and he became a Muslim.’ Could this be the first recorded instance of 
the Stockholm Syndrome? Having twice tasted victory and the fruits thereof, the prophet 
now began a series of military campaigns that he waged to the end of his life, and which 
his successors have continued until the present day. Returning home after one such 
engagement, the battle of Uhud, a return match against the Quaraysh, ‘he handed his 
sword to his daughter Fatima, saying, “Wash the blood from this, daughter, for by God it 
has served me well today”.’ It served him even better after his victory over the Jews of 
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B. Qurayza. Their men having surrendered, ‘the apostle confined them in Medina the 
quarter of al-Harith, a woman of B. al-Najjar. Then the apostle went out to the market of 
Medina and dug trenches in it. Then he sent for them [the Jewish prisoners] and struck 
off their heads in those trenches as they were brought to him in batches...There were 600 
or 700 in all, though some put the figure as high as 800 or 900’. Those familiar with the 
Holocaust of the Jews will, save for the use of a sword rather than firearms, recognise at 
once the identical method employed by the Nazi murder squads, the Einsatzgruppen, on 
the Eastern front during the Second World War, filling up trenches with massacred Jews. 
Also like the Nazis, ‘Then the apostle divided the property, wives and children of B. 
Qurayza among the Muslims.’ For his own sexual needs, “the apostle had chosen one of 
their women’, a wife of a Jew he had just beheaded. In his infinite wisdom, god chose 
this very moment to send down another verse, one that to this day provides a carte 
blanche for every Muslim man to rape, plunder and murder in the name of Allah: ‘In 
God’s apostle you have a fine example’. Now follows a message published on the 
website of the Islamic State; 


By the Sword 


The clear difference between Muslims and the corrupt and deviant Jews and Christians is 
that Muslims are not ashamed of abiding by the rules sent down from their Lord 
regarding war and the enforcement of divine law. So if it were the Muslims, instead of 
the Crusaders [by which is meant the infidel West] who had fought the Japanese and 
Vietnamese or invaded the lands of the native Americans, there would have been no 
regrets in killing and enslaving [sic!] those therein. And since those mujahidin would 
have done so bound by the Law, they would have been thorough and without some 
‘politically correct’ need to apologise years later. The Japanese, for example, would have 
been forcefully converted to Islam from their pagan ways - and if they stubbornly 
declined, perhaps another nuke [sic!!!] would have changed their mind. The Vietnamese 
would likewise be offered Islam or beds of napalm [sic!!!]. As for the Native Americans 
- after the slaughter of their men, those who would favour small-pox to surrendering to 
the Lord — then the Muslims would have taken their surviving women and children as 
slaves [sic!], raising the children as model Muslims and impregnating [by rape] their 
women to produce a new generation of mujahidin. As for the treacherous Jews of Europe 
and elsewhere - those who would betray their covenant — then their post-pubescent males 
would face a slaughter that would make the Holocaust sound like a bedtime story, as 
their women would be made to serve their husbands’ and fathers’ killers. Furthermore, 
the lucrative African slave trade would have continued [sic...it has], supporting a strong 
economy. The Islamic leadership would not have bye-passed Allah’s permission to sell 
captured pagan humans, to teach them, and to convert them, as they worked hard for 
their masters in building a beautiful country. 


[Thus, the Religion of Peace] 


When Did You Last Beat Your Wife? 


We have seen how some Muslim clerics based in the west have tied themselves in 
semantic knots in their attempts to present Islam as a humane faith, especially so with 
regard to its treatment of women. We have also seen that in this endeavour, they have 
been able to enlist the invaluable support of quisling western feminists engaged in the 
same enterprise. In the Middle East, where the whole filthy business began, no such 
subterfuges are called for. There, Islam is served up to the faithful hot and strong, and in 
no subject more so than the noble task sanctified by Allah of keeping Muslim wives in 
line. What follows is a verbatim transcript of a Friday sermon preached on Qatar TV on 
August 27, 2004. It is readily accessible on YouTube. But first, the Koranic verse which 
the preacher invokes as the authority for this barbaric practice. It occurs in Sura 
(Chapter) 4, An Nisa, meaning ‘The Women’. The number of the verse varies, being 
either usually 34 or, less often, 35. The translations from the Arabic that I have consulted 
translate the Arabic word ‘daraba’ as either ‘beat’, ‘chastise’ or ‘scourge’. So far as the 
wife or wives on the receiving end of the operation are concerned, it makes no 
difference. The source I have used for Verse 34 is from the Islamic website Ayyid Ahul 
Ala Maududi - Tafhim al - Qur’an: The Meaning of the Koran. It reads: 


Men are the managers of the affairs of women because Allah has made one superior to the 
others and because men spend of their wealth on women. Virtuous women are, therefore, 
obedient. They guard their rights carefully in their absences under the care and watch of 
Allah. As for those women, whose defiance you have cause to fear, admonish them and 
keep them apart from your beds and beat them. 


Now the Sermon: 


We must know that wife beating is a punishment in Islamic religious law. No one should 
deny this because this was permitted by the Creator of Man, and because when you 
purchase an electrical appliance or a car, you get a manual, a catalogue, explaining how to 
use it. The creator of man has sent down this book, the Koran, in order to show man which 
ways he must choose. We shouldn’t be ashamed before the nations of the world who are 
still in their days of ignorance to admit that these beatings are part of our religious law. We 
must remind the ignorant from among the Islamic nation who followed the West that those 
Westerners acknowledge the wondrous nature of this verse. There are three types of women 
with whom life is impossible without beatings. The Koran says ‘and beat them’. This verse 
is of a wondrous nature. There are three types of women with whom a man cannot live 
unless he carries a rod on his shoulder. The first type is a woman who was brought up this 
way. Her parents ask her to go school and she doesn’t — [so] they beat her. ‘Eat’ — ‘I don’t 
want to’ — so they beat her. So she becomes accustomed to beatings, she was brought up 
that way. We pray Allah will help her husband later. He will only get along with her if he 
practices wife beating. The second type is a woman who is condescending towards her 
husband and ignores him. With her, too, only a rod will help. The third type is a twisted 
woman who will not obey her husband unless her oppresses her, beats her, uses force 
against her, and overpowers her with his voice. 


Here we have another Muslim cleric, Sa’id Arafat, expounding on what he calls “the 
etiquette’ of wife-beating: 
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Allah honoured [sic] wives by installing the punishment of beatings...The Prophet 
Mohammad said, ‘don’t beat her in the face and do not make her ugly.” See how she is 
honoured...Even when he beats her, he must not curse her...He beats her in order to 
discipline her. In addition, there must not be more than ten beatings and he must not break 
her bones, injure her, break her teeth, or poke her in the eye. There is a beating etiquette. If 
he beats to discipline her, he must not raise his hand high. He must beat her from chest 
level. All these things honour a woman. [sic] She is in need of discipline...He can beat her 
with a short rod... The honouring of the wife is also evident in the fact that the punishment 
of beating is permissible in one case only: when she refuses to sleep with him. 
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Dutch Cowardice 


Of all Europe’s peoples, it is the Dutch who over the centuries have arguably given more 
proof than any other of their commitment to liberty, both of their nation, and of the 
individuals who have lived within its borders. Beginning with their revolt against the 
tyranny of Spanish rule in the sixteenth century, which after their victory, made Holland 
a haven for those persecuted for their beliefs, through to their resistance to Nazi 
occupation, when the workers of Amsterdam staged a general strike against the 
deportation of the Jews to the gas chambers of the Third Reich, the Dutch have 
deservedly won for their country a global reputation for their respect for personal 
freedom and acceptance of the widest variety of life styles and beliefs compatible with 
their own. But tragically, that reputation is now in question. Holland is no longer a land 
of the free, but one ruled by politicians who rather than resist the assault of Islam on their 
hard-won freedoms, have chosen to capitulate to it, and persecute with all legal means at 
their disposal those who fight back. 

The alarm was first raised by Pim Fortuyn. Being by profession a sociologist, and by 
sexual orientation a homosexual, Fortuyn was more attuned than most to the impact on a 
society that shared little, if anything, of the life-style and values of its Muslim migrants, 
ones their hosts had naively assumed would in time be exchanged for Dutch ones. Based 
on his observations of the failure, in fact refusal, of Muslim immigrants to integrate into 
liberal Dutch society, in 1997, Fortuyn published his book, The Islamisation of Our 
Culture. His next step was to enter politics as the leader of his Livable Netherlands Party 
to defend the traditional Dutch commitment to individual freedom and toleration, in 
particular of principles fanatically opposed by Muslims; such as the equality of men and 
women, the rights of gays and freedom of expression. While he made it clear in an 
interview that he believed Islam to be ‘an extraordinary threat, a hostile religion’ to 
Dutch values, he also insisted, contrary to the lies of his opponents, ‘I want to live 
together with the Muslim people’, adding, correctly, ‘but it takes two to tango’. In an 
allusion to his own sexuality, and to the vicious persecution and even murder of gays in 
Islamic countries, Fortuyn made a point that once upon a time any leftist would have 
been only too willing to endorse: ‘Look at the Netherlands. In what country, an electoral 
leader of such a large movement as mine be openly homosexual? How wonderful that 
that is possible. That’s something that one can be proud of. And I would like to keep it 
that way, thank you very much.’ 

But for some, especially those on the left, such libertarian statements constituted 
proof, along with his unconditional support for free speech above all other rights, that he 
was, of all things, a fascist. (And as anyone conversant with its history knows, fascism 
has always been foremost in upholding the rights of gays and the protection of free 
speech.) It rapidly become obvious however that despite all the slanders, Fortuyn had 
struck a chord with millions of Dutch citizens who shared his concern about the failure 
of Holland’s political elite to defend their country’s liberal values and diverse ways of 
life, either out of fear of a Muslim backlash or because their brains had been addled by 
the new fads of political correctness and multi-culturalism. Sensing that Fortuyn now had 
a powerful wind in his sails, the establishment almost to a man launched a campaign of 
vilification, denouncing him as a fascist, a slander echoed by the New York Times with 
its headline that Fortuyn was ‘marching the Dutch to the Right’, seemingly oblivious to 
the fact that it was Islam that was marching Holland to the right, and Fortuyn, by 
defending his country’s secular democratic values and institutions, who was resisting it. 
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On May 6, 2002, only a matter of days before a general election that resulted in his 
party making sweeping gains, Fortuyn was assassinated by a far leftist, Vokert Van der 
Graaf, because, so he said at his trial, of his views on the impact of Muslim migration on 
Dutch society. Even after his murder, the slanders continued: ‘Dutch Len Pen 
Assassinated’ proclaimed the UK’s pro-Labour Daily Mirror. The mould had been set: 
he or she who criticised Islam, no matter from what standpoint, is, necessarily, by that 
fact alone, a far rightist, possibly even a fascist. Fortuyn had been slain, but the cause he 
represented was taken up by three courageous critics of Islam, each of whom we have 
already encountered: the film-maker Theo van Gogh, murdered by a Muslim in revenge 
for his film Submission (in Arabic, Islam) depicting the plight of Muslim women; his 
Somali-born collaborator on the film, the atheist ex-Muslim writer Ayaan Hirsi Ali, no- 
platformed by Brandies University for her outspoken attacks on the Islamic oppression 
of women, and the MP Gert Wilders, denied entry to the UK by a Labour Home 
Secretary to show his anti-Islam film Fitna to MPs at Westminster. 

Van Gogh’s assassination on November 2, 2004 triggered identical reactions to those 
that would eleven years later be displayed in response to the Charlie Hebdo massacre. 
He had been ‘insensitive’ to ‘Muslim feelings’, and if not in so many words, ‘had it 
coming’. Naturally the Guardian hastened to advertise its ‘understanding’ for the 
motives of Van Gogh’s killer. Belying without any sense of shame its own title, Index on 
Censorship denigrated Van Gogh as a ‘free speech fundamentalist’ (sic - like Thomas 
Jefferson, who drafted the free speech First Amendment to the US constitution) who had 
been ‘on a martyrdom operation, roaring his Muslim critics into silence’ with his ‘abuse 
of the right to free speech’. Indeed, so lacking was there any solidarity with the victim or 
the cause for which he had been slain that Peter Whitehead of the New Culture Forum 
felt obliged to complain that the film-maker’s murder had elicited ‘no significant 
expressions of outrage from Britain’s creative figures and institutions’, a sure indicator 
that amongst the literati, Sharia leftism was already well and truly on the march. So was 
dhimmi self-censorship. 

A showing of Submission at a Dutch festival of censored films was ironically (and 
disgracefully) itself cancelled because of a fear of Muslim reprisals. The film’s producer, 
Gijs van de Westelaken, frankly admitted that he was ‘yielding to terror’. What Fortuyn 
had feared had now come to pass. The pattern had been set. It now became de rigueur to 
counterpose to free expression the sensitivities of Muslims, invariably to the advantage 
of the latter. Where they did not already exist, laws would be enacted to ensure that those 
who chose to act otherwise would be punished. Such would the fate of Geert Wilders. In 
November 2007, Associated Press reported that the Dutch MP was planning to make a 
film highly critical of Islam; a brave, some would say foolhardy venture in view of the 
fate that befell van Gogh. The same report revealed that Dutch ‘Interior and Justice 
Ministers said they were concerned but believed they had no authority to prevent Wilders 
from screening his film’. Bear in mind that even though the two ministers could have had 
only the haziest idea of what the film might contain, they were already seeking ways to 
prevent its being shown. And this was not China, Russia, Iran, Saudi Arabia or North 
Korea, but once liberal Holland, the land of the free. And all to protect Muslim 
‘sensitivities’. 

No wiser than the two ministers to the film’s actual contents, but now alerted as to its 
imminent showing and galvanised by the prospect of yet more Muslim violence, the 
forces of political correctness mobilised. Doekle Terpstra, chairman of the Netherlands 
Association of Universities of Applied Science, charged Wilders with ‘abusing his 
position and freedom of speech’ to divide Dutch society, as if the Dutch, always a 
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quarrelsome people, should all be of the one mind sought by totalitarian dictators and 
Muslim theocrats. With this end in view, Terpstra assembled an anti-Wilders popular 
front comprised of Christian and Muslim clerics, politicians from various parties, 
business leaders and assorted establishment personalities, and led them into battle to the 
cry ‘Wilders is the evil’...all because the MP had announced his intention to make a film 
about Islam, a film, I repeat, that none of Terpstra’s army of the great and the good had 
seen. The Islamic component of the alliance immediately began to flex its muscles, with 
the Dutch Muslim Council warning that if Wilder’s film was screened, ‘the youths on the 
street will have the last word. We can’t stop them’. As if they wanted to. 

Though no part of his brief, Foreign Minister Maxime Verhagen intoned what has 
now become a familiar non-sequitur, that ‘freedom of expression does not mean the right 
to offend’. Whoever said it does? But it does include it, because it recognises the 
possibility, in fact probability, that expressing an opinion freely on a matter of substance 
can give offence, even if not intentionally so, to someone, somewhere who thinks 
differently, and that such a possibility should be no grounds for curtailing the right to its 
free expression. If it was allowed to do so, no-one would be allowed to say anything for 
fear of giving offence to someone, somehow, somewhere. Of course, in this instance, the 
whole object of the exercise was the suppression of the right to criticise Islam, and the 
specific target, the film Fitna, still as yet to be viewed by its legions of outraged critics 

The day of reckoning arrived on March 27, 2008, when the film was released on-line 
(naturally no cinema would dare screen it). Would it live up to its advanced billing of 
seeking to ‘polarise Dutch society’ and the ‘stigmatising of entire population groups’ 
(code for Muslims)? Would it be ‘hate-inciting or blasphemous’ or, as the London 
Observer confidently predicted, define Wilders as a ‘new brand of right-wing populist’? 
For the record, I did not like some of the political company Wilders chose to keep, but 
that should not invalidate his right to free speech and to make and show a film exposing 
the iniquities of Islam any more than Corbyn’s far more nefarious associations should 
deny him the right to sing its praises. In the event Fitna did none of the things its 
opponents warned of. Just over sixteen minutes long, to a soundtrack of classical music, 
the film consisted largely of quotations from the Koran on Jihad (also cited in my text) 
and sermons by Muslim preachers, together with footage of the deaths and destruction 
caused by Muslims who acted upon them. Excepting the cries of terror victims, all the 
words spoken were either those of Muslims or from Islam’s holiest text.. 

Wrong footed by the absence of a content they had so confidently predicted, the 
film’s release was accompanied not only in Holland but globally by a surge of simulated 
kuffar outrage. Leading the pack was UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon, with his 
charge that Fitna constituted ‘hate speech’, even though the film’s only ‘hate speech’ 
was Muslim sermons and citations from the Koran. CNN reported that the Bush 
administration feared ‘the film could spark protests and riots’. (So did its invasions of 
Muslim Afghanistan and Iraq.) Jorge Sampaio, the UN Representative for the Alliance 
of Civilisation (sic), found Fitna ‘an insulting film on the Holy Koran’, again begging 
the same question...how can quoting from a book insult it? In accordance with what had 
by now become the required norm, Sampaio spelled out the UN’s new stance on free 
expression, one that repudiated Article 19 of its own founding Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights, falsely claiming that ‘it does not preclude the protection of people from 
discriminatory and xenophobic language’. To repeat yet again: the only ‘language’ in 
Fitna was that either inspired by or to be found in the Koran. Are we to assume then, as 
some dhimmi law makers have indeed proposed, that only Muslims should be allowed to 
quote from it? 
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Dutch courage was no more. And not only in Holland. Across the western world, 
publishers will not publish books, and TV and internet channels will not screen 
programmes critical of Islam and of Muslims who commit crimes inspired by its 
teachings, even when their authors and makers are highly respected academic authorities 
on the subject. Bookshops will not sell such books. Journals and newspapers will not 
review them, but they will invariably slander their authors as ‘far right’ for opposing in 
the name of individual freedom a doctrine that is itself analogous to fascism. But, 
unfortunately for Allah’s Kuffar Thought Police and his army of terrorist enforcers, in 
the era of the internet, the self-publishing of such books is booming. You are reading one 
now. 


Sweated Labour 


In the darkest days of the Second World war, George Orwell took comfort from his 
conviction that the British, for all their faults, and he was never slow to criticise them, 
were by tradition resistant to the appeals of the totalitarianism and leader cultism that had 
extinguished democracy on the European continent. ‘No party rallies, no Youth 
Movements, no coloured shirts, no Jew-baiting, or spontaneous demonstrations.’ That 
was then. Following his election as Labour Party Leader in September 2015, in addition 
to the Jew-baiting and Nuremberg-style chanting of his name at pop festivals, we had a 
Jeremy pop song, oil painting, T-shirts and umpteen memorabilia, including life-size 
cardboard cut-outs of the Dear Leader, Jeremy underpants, Lego, garden gnomes, 
shopping bags, pillow cases, colouring-in books, teddy bears and fake tattoos. 

Helping to fund Corbyn’s campaign for the Labour leadership, the T-shirts were 
priced in the UK at £10.00, while being produced at minimal cost by third world sweated 
labour. In Nicaragua, where workers were paid under £6.00 for a 12-hour day to make T- 
shirts for Corbyn, they toiled under a regime headed by the husband-and-wife team of 
President Daniel Ortega and his wife, Vice President Rosario, one that in the spring of 
2018, emulating the example of Corbyn’s Chavista comrades in Venezuela, unleashed a 
repression of street protests against poverty and cuts in welfare that led to the killing at 
least 170 demonstrators by security forces. A kinder politics. Among items advertised on 
the Nicaraguan Solidarity (with the regime, naturally) website were Jeremy mugs (sic) 
and Jeremy magnets. 

In Bangladesh, the going rate for Jeremy shirt-makers was even lower, at £3.00 for a 
ten-hour day. One worker commented, ‘I feel angry that a politician is using T-shirts 
created with our back-breaking work to make a statement about workers’ rights when he 
clearly doesn’t care about our rights at all.” Corbyn T-shirts were also made in Haiti, 
where the rate was £20.00 for a six-day week. In all, proceeds from the sale of Corbyn T- 
shirts netted £100,000. Corbyn had pledged to raise the minimum wage for British 
workers to £10.00 an hour, more than twenty times the rate paid to those workers who 
helped to finance his leadership campaign. When working for Iran’s Press TV channel, 
Corbyn was paid £1,250.00 an hour. He also received a payment of £5,000 for a single 
appearance on Al-jazeera TV. His combined annual income as MP and Leader of the 
Opposition was £128,559. According to the magazine Spears, multi-millionaire 
Corbyn’s private fortune stood at £3,000,000. On his retirement as MP, he will receive a 
one-off pension of another £1,600,000. 

As I scrolled through Corbyn’s numerous entries on the register of MP’s financial 
interests, I came across one item that in view of his pecuniary and political relationship 
with the hangmen of the Iranian theocracy, merited closer scrutiny. It concerned 
Corbyn’s visit to Tehran (accompanied by his wife and a ‘research worker’) from 
January 6 to 10, 2014, on behalf of the ‘All-Party [UK] Parliamentary Group on Iran at 
the invitation of the Iran-UK Parliamentary Friendship Group of the Iranian Parliament’. 
(Unlike in the UK Parliament, in Iran’s there is no genuine opposition, official or 
otherwise.) The junket was funded by two donors, again quoting Corbyn’s register entry, 
‘the Parliament of the Islamic Republic of Iran’ and ‘Ardeshir Nagashineh, Chairman of 
Targetfellow Group Ltd’, based in Norwich. Just as had been the case with Jew-killing 
Jihadis, there was nothing out of the ordinary in Corbyn’s ‘friendship’ (or as he liked to 
say, ‘solidarity’) with regimes which, as matter of course, jail, torture and murder their 
opponents and rig elections to rubber-stamp ‘parliaments’. What was of special interest 
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was the profile of Mr Nagashineh. A little digging uncovered the following: Listed as a 
billionaire, Corbyn’s benefactor was an Iranian-born property tycoon, as of September 
2019 holding directorships in sixty-five companies, out of total of 227 in his entire 
business career. Undeniably an exemplary case of ‘For the very Few’ and, as such, had 
the electoral fates been kinder, would surely have been a prime candidate for 
expropriation under a Corbyn administration. 
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Dialogue? 


After meeting Hitler in Berlin in April 1937, George Lansbury, the pacifist Leader of the 
Labour Party from 1932 to 1935, returned to England convinced that ‘history will regard 
Hitler as one of the great men of our time...with no love for pomp and show, Christianity 
in its purest form might stand a chance with him.’ One can still see on-line a YouTube 
video where Corbyn is uttering equally delusional platitudes about his no less anti- 
Semitic and genocidal ‘friends’ Hamas and Hezbollah: 


It will be my pleasure and my honour to host an event in Parliament where our friends from 
Hezbollah will be speaking. I have also invited friends from Hamas to come and speak as 
well...so we can promote that peace, that understanding and that dialogue. The idea that an 
organisation that is dedicated towards the good of the Palestinian people and bringing back 
long-term peace in the whole region should be labelled as terrorist organisations by the 
British government is really a big, big, historical mistake. [Corbyn’s customary hapless 
syntax has the ‘idea’ making the mistake, not the government. ] 


Like his predecessor in his estimation of Hitler as a man of peace, it was Corbyn who 
was making a ‘really big, big, historical mistake’. The only difference was the religion. 
The way Corbyn described his Hamas and Hezbollah ‘friends’, they could easily be 
mistaken for the Middle Eastern equivalents of a European social democratic party rather 
than terrorist movements dedicated to the elimination of a member state of the United 
Nations. In fact, both Hamas and Hezbollah are religiously-driven anti-Semitic war 
machines pure and simple The Shia militia, Hezbollah, does not attempt to disguise that 
it is little more than an Iranian proxy, and its sponsors have seen to it that it is better 
equipped for war than the armed forces of its Lebanese hosts. Both movements’ 
genocidal intentions towards the Jews and Israel, defined with total clarity in their 
respective charters and numerous public statements by their leaders, those whom Corbyn 
described as his ‘friends’, are no different in intention and no less transparent than were 
those of Hitler towards the same enemy. Given his close relationship with his Hamas 
and Hezbollah ‘friends’ and their Iranian sponsors, Corbyn must surely have been fully 
aware of this. 

Just one example of many of Hezbollah’s dedication to peace was the tenfold 
increase in its stock of missiles, a purely offensive weapon, in the period between 2006 
and 2015, giving it the capacity to launch 1,000 missiles per day into Israeli territory for 
a period of two months. Yet although equipped for and pledged to a war of aggression 
and elimination against the ‘Zionist entity’, in true Orwellian fashion, Hezbollah 
invariably refers to itself in its Manifesto as a ‘resistance’ movement...just like Hitler’s 
Waffen SS. And how did Corbyn reconcile his description of Hamas as a movement 
dedicated to ‘bringing back long-term peace’ with its suicide attacks on Israeli 
restaurants, cafes, markets and school buses, its tunnelling into Israel’s territory, the 
kidnapping and murder of its civilians and the bombarding of civilian targets with 
thousands of rockets, and the round-the-clock pumping out of genocidal hatred towards 
the Jews on its TV channels? Just between January 2000 and August 2005, during the so- 
called ‘Second Intifada’, Hamas was responsible for more than 40% of all suicide attacks 
carried out in that period, nearly all of them on Jewish civilian targets, such as the Tel 
Aviv Dolphinarium discothéque of June 1, 2001, with 21 victims, the Haifa bus bombing 
of December 2 of the same year, with 15 victims, and on March 31, 2002, the Mazta 
Restaurant bombing, also in Haifa, with another 15 killed. The list goes on. According to 
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Wikipedia, in the twelve years between 1993, the year of the adoption of the Oslo 
Accords, and 2005, the end of the second ‘Intifada’, there were 171 suicide attacks, 
nearly all aimed at Israeli civilian targets. Of these attacks, 87 were carried out by 
Hamas, including one against a school and another against a school bus. Hamas 
subsequently claimed responsibility for nearly all of these attacks. In the same period, as 
a result of these ‘martyrdom operations’, 805 Israelis were killed, 503 by Hamas. Of the 
964 wounded, 388 were caused by Hamas suicide bombers. And this was not terrorism? 
Corbyn spoke of ‘dialogue’, knowing full well that both Hezbollah and Hamas had 
always on principle rejected any negotiations with Israel on the grounds that the Jewish 
state had no right to exist. Article 13 of the Hamas Covenant says ‘there is no solution to 
the Palestinian problem except by Jihad’. Section Three of Chapter Three of The New 
Hezbollah Manifesto (2009) reads as follows: 


Our stance on the negotiations and compromises made by the Madrid conference, the 
‘Araba Valley retrospect’, the ‘Oslo Accords’, is a total refusal to any kind of compromise 
with the Zionist entity, which is based on admitting its legitimate presence and giving in 
[sic] what it occupied from the Palestinian and Islamic land. This stance is predetermined 
and permanent [n.b.] and isn’t set for any compromise, even if the whole world admits to 
‘Israel’. 


Hezbollah leader Sheikh Hassan Nasrallah goes much further; it is not just Israel, but 


the Jews, all the Jews, who must disappear: ‘If Jews all gather in Israel, it will save us 
the trouble of going after them worldwide.’ Is this what Corbyn meant by ‘dialogue’? 
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